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Tribunal in the Matter of the 

America, the French Republic, the United ^ 

of Great Britain and Northen ireland, and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics against Herman Wilhelm 
Goering et al, Defendants, sitting at Nurnberg, 
Germany, on 15 Nay 1946, 100-1300, Lor d Justice 
Lawrence presiding, 


THE MARSHAL OF THE COURT: If it ‘Lease the Tribun al, the report is made 
that the Defendants Sauckel and von Papen are absent, 

The Defendant Raeder resumed the witness-stand and testified further as 
follows: 


REDIRECT EXNIINAT | == Continued 


Admiral, yesterday we finished with the somewhat involved doci ument 


and we had got as far as Poin > ll. We now come to 12, "Transgression or In- 


Aa 
Amount, of Ammunition," liay I remind the Tribunal that 
document, C , US-5 which is in the document book 10-4, on page 
We come to point l2, which ntains 1 > columns, 


Witness, May I ask you to state you views regarding the accusation that you 
3 2 J J J 


Vil cuv 


exceeded the permissible amount 


ea j a bait A uu y 
exces ana sory ‘ere Snort oi tho per- 


DA 


mitted amount, I cannot now, t day, tell you what the reasons were in any case, bu 


I assume that to thers wer 


exceSS amounts from the last 


the first two items, the that thes 


Wero excess amounts; whereas the 


oe short 


instead of 131,000 permitted there were 87 thousand, 


Oat 


timeter shells there were excess numbers, Then there 
centimeter, but instead only an actual number of 3, 
plying to the la: 

third column there 
the following page it says that amounts of anmunition 
ed and partly unde r delivery and that the total amount 


excoeded, 


aSK you on that point wh 
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stated Sepyember 1933. According to those figures, it would have been compiled 
according to the situation in the autumn of 1933, wouldn't it? 

A I didn't quite understand you, I am afraid, 

Q If it says in this document that because of later measures the total 
figures which were permissible had been oxceoeded, then whereas in accordance wit 
this statement they were short, then this must apply to the situation in autumn 
1933. 

A es, there was now ammunition being manufactured for now guns and old 
ammunition had to be scrapped. It also must be noted that ammunition for hoavy 
artillery which is not listed hero was in overy caso short of the standards, We 


[e] 2 UG Wt AD o 


had a comparatively large amount of heavy artillery and ammunition for 





iA 


heavy coastal guns which had been granted us. We hadn't as much as we could 


May ló-u-RTI-1-1a 


have had, 

For the assistance of the Tribunal I want to point out that 
this last point is proved by the actual documents in the hands of the Tribunal, 
I am referring to figure 12 on page 2 and the paragraph immediately after the 
figures, It says that the ammunition for heavy artillery has not been included, 

Q ‘Je now come to figure 13, "ixceeding the number of machine guns, etc., 
rifles, pistols and respirators," 
A Here, too, it must be admitted that the stocks in individual cases were 


higher than permitted, this was greatest, for instance, in 


. 


masks, showing 43,000 actual in | of 22,500 permitted, There were large quan- 
tities of machine-guns after e orld var which had been put away by individual 
persons, They had been hidden in farms and so forth, Later on, 
more collected and by reason of that there was a comparativel 
tion of them, But nowhere here are we concerned with any consid 
And the same applies to ammunition, bayonets, hand- 
such like, Anyway they are not considerable amounts, 
Now, figure 14, "Obtaining 337 m/g C/30 without scrapping qually 

serviceable weapons"! 

THE PRESIDENT: Surely, Dr. Siemers, it would be possible to deal with all 
these various points in the document: in one statement, as t hy there were 
these excesses, We have a statement here which conta tairty different items, 


and you heve only gotten as far as Y and you are dealing with each one, 


taiking about the document. As I am not a naval expert, I had 


trouble finding my way through it, but I don't think that I was the cause of 


J- 


this. The Prosecution, you see, have submitted every individual point =- 


TH? PRESIDENT: Dr. Siemers, the question is, I am not blaming you 
want to get on. We are not bl: aming you, Can't it be done in one explanato 


ststement. one short 


Mr. President, and I shall abbreviate it, 
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BY Dik, SIELERS: 

A Figures 15 to 17, the witness has no need to say anything about it. 
Well, they ere the most important points, They were points which were planned 
for the most important years; they applied to the years 133 to 134. 

May I only point out to the Tribunal that figure 17 refers to 
intended construction of reserve destroyers and that construction was permitted 
through the Versailles Treaty. 

Itll skip 18 because we've dealt with that. Nineteen, once more,only 
intended construction, Figure 20, I may consider it irrelevant. It's the 
arming of fishing vessels. Figure 21 to 29 -- 

THE PRESIDENT: I think, perhaps, you should ask the defendant to 
explain some of these remarks in the third column. I mean in 16, for instance, 
"Difficult to detect. If necessary can 

A These were the explanations which had be given to our representative 
at the disarmament conference on his vay by the expert in question. It doesn't 

to the local conditions, Construction of U-boat parts, for instance, took 
abroad or was to be prepared, and in 1934 and i ook place, The 
first submarine was launched at the end of June 


Y ^ 


ertain, lr, Witness, that only the construction and purchase 


pronibited? 


Later on in my speccl shall p re was violation of 
agreements in the case of the spare part or parts, but I think that you ought 
to point out just why at that time, and in spite he bhat st parts 

issible, one intended to conceal this. May I remind you that this is 
September, !33, at a time when negotiations were planned. 

A During that timo, before tho conclusion of the English naval agreement 


regarding the negotiations 35 to 100, Hinmier was particularly anxious to avoid 


everything which might in any way interfere with ils nosctiations, Since the 


subject of submarines was a particularly delicate one in England, it was part of 
this plan to treat the construction of U-boat parts in that manner, 

isn't this appendix and several other remarks in this column due to 
the unfortunate experience which the navy had mede politically in the country; 
namely, that every time when the smallest action was taken there was an 


immediate inner political row about it? 
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A Yes, and that went so far that the armament minister -- with reference 
to Prussian ministers who had different attitudes than the Reich ministers, 
that he was attacked by them and was reported to the Reich Chancellor for 
doing things which he wasn't allowed to do; whereas the Reich Government itself 
had passed these matters already and had signed him as the responsible party 
for then, 

Q This means, doesn't it, that these things were only kept secret for 
inner political reasons, so that they weren!t appearing, but they had been 

hadn't they? 


As far es these ms are concerned, this mans — 


I beg your pardon, But under these circumstances I shall come to 


colum) 2, under figure 20, considering thet this point was emphasized by the 
Prosecution. It deals with the arming of fishing vessels, and it had teen 
pointed out that these warning shots should be made litileof, 
Q se fishing vessels were tiny ships whi vere ually unarmed. They 
serving the purpose of fishing, of suvervising the fishing in the North 
li the way to Iceland, and in the case of emergencies, they we: 
fishing vessels; that is to say, to take people aboard who had taken sick 
to protect fishermen of other nations, We considcred that it was 
suitebie that Leg a five tin zun should be mounted on these ships 
which wore actually war ships. "For warming s means that they had to be in 
a position, vhen they wanted to draw ti 
an insignificant affair altogother, and it 
wasn't artificially reduced in i ignificanee because it was a Bagatelle. 
Then point 21 to 23, several firms are mentioned which are industrial 
armament tasks, The Versailles Treaty had allowed 
irms whereas others Wo ved to be given orcers. In effocb, 
had also been given orders. Perhaps you can genera 
was the time just when we were having strong 
disarmament conference would be making progress. Certain points had already 
peon accepted which meant improvements and we had to expect, therefore, that the 


few factories which we had would during the subsequent 
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years show a greater output. That became necessary to the shipping 

replacement plan. Consequently, such factories which were t urning cut 

special articles we nore cfficicntly equipped but this is never a case 
tomatic ignitors, explosivos, then there are 


mine containers, small items, but special items which could only be produced 


r certain firns. But, apart from the firms whichwere allowed, such firms 


employed which had not been passed. So, fór instance, 


k 
Ae G. at Magdeburg, that's No. 25, was given tho 


Jj 


nufacturing Flak guns and anti-aircraft guns; barrels from two ccontimeters 


. 


to 2e5 centimeters applies to 26, which is a firm manufacturing anti-aircraft 


we need go into details. And then, of 
mich were used more and mor« I have one 
to all these ficures. 
due to the fact that 


economic reaso! 


column 


ase by the exclusion 


That leaves us with 29 
experimental bea’ 
on a very small sector. 
At the moment I can't l vou for certain 
0 In that case I don't think that the Tribunal will attach a lot of 
importance to it. 
Then I only want you to make a final statement rogarcing figure 30. 
Probably in the noar future tho folicwing serious breaches will be nocossary, 
including 193l. ered the question in principle by your 


operative discussions with tho 
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Md dad. fix e Vis tI 
British Go Vcrnmonue 


being dealt with 
British Government and the 
! T nt 4 vede od s 1 T : 4 
can't say that about thom all. Take 2 to 3, for instance, they 


The numbers of mines were to be increased or resnective 


vw wu V LY 


lace the old one. Then we go on and we come 


eat 


f such 
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"Now we must draw the dividing line --" No, I'm sorry. 

"Now we must leave. We are sorry to leave. We didn't have a very 
pleasant task; we certainly didn'te I must tell you one thinge You must 
not think that we believe what you have been saying. You have not said a 
single true word, but you have given the information so cleverly that we 
might have believed you, and for that I am grateful to you." 

Qe I now come to "ocument C-29, which is US-46, 

e President, it is in Raeder's “ocument Book 10, on page 8; I mean 

the document book of the Prosecution. 

PRESIDENT: You mean 10-A? 

SIEMERS: No, 10, page 8. This document, too, was submitted 
the general speech of the Prosecution at the beginning of the trial on 27 
November. .It is e -= or, correction -- it is a document signed by 

4eder of 31 January 1933, ; tives for the support of the German 

armament industry by the navye 
BY DR. SIEMERS: 

ihe Prosecution have pointed out and have thought fit to draw the 
conclusion from it that as soon as one day after Hitler's nomination as 
Chancellor of the Reich, you were acting positively on his behalf by means of 
this letter. Please, will you define your attitude? 


ion between 


4. There is no connec 

It must be admitted that between the evening of 30 January and 
$ 
L 


the morning of the 3lst, it would be impossible to 


complicated a document, which has been carefully thought out, This document ie 
the outcome 
rules of the Versailles Treaty and 
rmament Conference might be somewhat relaxed. The British Delegation 
had repeatedly said that they were in favor of a gradual state of equality. 
We had to contemplate, therefore, preparations of our industry as far as 
they were suitable for armament and putting them into as good a condition as 
should be done by increasing their output and making them 


capabel fo meeting competition, 
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As I say in this letter under (c), all countries were making efforts in 

that direction at that time, even those that, unlike Germany, were in no way 
estricted -- Great Brits France, North America, Japan, and particularly 

Italy. They all made considerable effort to insure markets for their armament: 
industry. I was trying to follow them in this particular sphere, and it was 
necessary that within the Naval Command Staff there should be an understanding 
in the various departments for the fact that this industry would need supnort 
in that manner and in a measure which would not be toovmean. Technical 
developments should be kept secrete That is why I state under (e) that it is 


m 


not so important to keep small details secret as it is that generally one 
Should be at the top ond in the load, 

I state in the final sontenco that, summarizinz, I attached particular 
importance to guarantecing tho continuing supvort of thc industry concerned 
by the navy, even after the prosent restrictions had been relaxed, so that the 


industry would have confidence their goods. 


independent re-armament 


ely, these directives were created 


fore the writing of this letter? 


that any organization might write a letter like 
thought for the e 
you now to toll m» just one moro thing. ] point, the 
present restrictions, that means the restrictions of the 
(sumo, by means of a di rament conference, You have 
four timos in this document, s hat I assume that was your 
| atmosphere at the time was just like 


was such that one could expect an improvement. 
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Q An’. this was the basis for ich, to quote à few names, Stresemann, 
Bruening, had fought, and you felt it your duty to take certain precautions? 

A Yes, that is right, 

Q I think there is no need to So into further detail. I have read this 
document again and again, and I have not been able to find any point on the basi 
of which the prosecution could come to the conclusion that you had National So- 

ideas, 

I now come to document C-1lO, It is US 51, and is in the document book 10-A 
at pago 10h, 

A May I interrupt you please? Would it not be appropriate that I should 
say now what I wanted to say in addition to the statement already made regarding 
C-15h, rogarding airplanes? 

Di. SIEMERS: I beg to apologizoe It would be practical before going over ti 
another subject that the witness should desl with this point, I had forgotten it, 

The Prosecution have submitted document C-156, It is Captain Sehuetzler!s 

Nearly all the samo violations Were contained therein 


which were found in 0-132, so that that document would be dealt with simultancour 


r 


Q Over and above that, this deals with the case of submarines to ba cons- 
tructed in Holland, which was dealt wisi, ! wüero is yet ono more point to whic 
I vant you to state your views, and that is the question of certain preparations 
rogarding the navy aircraft which might later on be permitted, 
been prepared in the 
As I S book, there had been purcnases of a numbor of 
Thoy were put in the hands of a firm called Severa GeltebeH, Limited 
hich was known to the arried forces minister, Anti-aircraft had been al- 
lowed in the Versailles Treaty, both on tho border and on theo coast, and these 
anti-aircraft guns had to fire in firing oxercisos, Tho Control Commission had 
allowed us a certain number of aircraft for this purpose, which were toving the 
targets. Those aircraft were being flown by old navy pilots, who wore being om- 


ployod by this Limited Company. The company, in turn, was led by an old navy flio: 
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Furthermore, since we in tho navy were not allowed to train fliers, as we 
Were not allowed to hav- any aircraft, we dealt with certain aspirants, bofore 
thoy joined the navy, by having them trained in civil aviation as pilots for one 
yoar. In other words, for ono year, they wore being trained as pilots, and then 
they joined the navy and went through their ordinary navy training, 
In this company, Scvora, which was Somewhat close to tho Lohmann matters 
and which was dissolved in tho sumer of 1928 by sichs Armed Forces Minister 
vore these aircraft which had beon purchased, and Minister Groone: 
mn of 1928, soon he himself had made the contacts so as to be able to 


watch for correct handling of tho whole matter, 
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In this company the Navy fliers, apart from their ordinary tasks, were 
carrying out experiments regarding the development of aircraft for a later naval 
air force, 

According to the instructions which we had had from the Government, we were 
allowed to manufacture a model of each one of the types which we might be able 
to use, whereas we were not allowed to accuwulate aircraft. That had been prohi- 
bited by the Government explicithky; and so it happened that as years went by thi 
company was developing a number of aircraft types which we could use at 2 later 
stage when aviation would once more be permitted, 

Exercises in the Navy were at the beginning carried out by the old naval 
pilots, that is to say, there were certain exercises during which ships would 
learn how to behave with regard to aircraft, When such a period of exercises 
occurred, when these youg, newly trained fliers were also used, then they were 
discharged from the Navy for that period, It is a small matter, but formally it 


was always carried out, 


Q May I then ask vou to come to the docuient C-140, which is in document 


book 10-A on page 104. It is a letter from the Reich Defense Minister von Blombe: 
dated the 25th of October 1933, 
THE PRESIDENT: Did you say 1933? 
DR, a es, Mr. President, Page 104, 
Well, my page 104 says 1935. 


I beg to apologize, but according to my list it should be on 


THE PRESIDENT: How is it headeut Is it "Directives for the armed forces 
in ease of sanctions"? 


iS: Yes, Sanctions are ..cntioned under Figure l, but that is not 


, PRESIDENT; No, but it is signed "Blomberg," It begins, "Appendix to 
tne Reich Minister for Defense," 
LL PYF: My Lord, it must be'33 from the subject matter, 
It must be a misprint, I notice that Dr. Siemers! copy has got !33, and from the 
subject matter dealt with it must be 133. 


IHE PRESIDENT: I see, Very well. 
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Q It is a letter from the Reich Minister for Defende Blomberg, dated the 
of October 1933, It is addressed to the chief of the Ariny and Chief of the 


and the Reich Minister for Aviation, 


The Prosecution have based their accusations on this document that you, 


fitness, had prepared military plans for an armed resistance which might become 
necessary because of Germany's renunciation of the Disarmament Conference and 
the League of Nations, Perhaps you can briefly state your view, 
A The pending departure from the League of Nations is something which I 
hadn't known of before, This direct: appeared ll days after we left the League 
and it deals with defensiv- measures only in the event that because 
parture from the League of tions there might be some sanctions by 


other powers against Germanye 


It says under 2-C, first of all, "I prohibit any practical preparations," 


e 2.1717 
oO if 


30 that, to begin with, nothing was actually done following this directive, The 
Reich Minister for Defense was merely asking for my report regarding what should 
be done, 


£s far as I can remember, no preparations of any kind were carried out by 


the wavy at the time, because the situation remained absolutely quiet. There was 
no need to assume that the case oí a defense would even 
The words under figure à wh.en say "preparation for possible sanctions! 
merely a case for defense, 

The leaving of the league of Nations happened on the 14th of October 1933, 
In^t was ll days before the document vas written, That is known, and it has been 
mentioned by the Prosecution, It is contained on page 255 of the records of this 
trial, 

e shall now come to document C-166, T is US Exhibit 48, 

Di. SIE.CRS: Mr. President, this is in document book 10 on page 36, It is 
a document d^ted the 12th of karch 1934, and it is written by a Naval Commander 
and r.fors to the getting rcady of auxiliary cruisers, preparation of ouxiliary 


m 


cruisers, The Prosecution have only quoted paragraphs 1 and 2 of this document, 
ond they have pointed out that according to it, auxiliary cruisers were to be 
constructcd and wore to be cunouflaged as transport ships, "0", 

The two paragraphs appear to be an accusation, but they can very easily be 


contradicted, and I refer to Lohmann's affidavit, which is document Reeder Num- 


ber 2, contained in my document book, Volume 1, page 5. i refer to the paragraph. 
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under l -- correction, under ll. I ouote: 

"The document 3166, submitted to me as 2 communication from the Naval Com- 
mand Office, of the 12th of larch 1934, deals with the preparation of 
cruisers, which, as stated in the doct..ent, were to be known as transport ships 
NO", These ships were not to be newly constructed but were to be 'Selectec from 
the stock of the German Merchant Marine according to the specifications given 
in the document, and were to be examined as to their suitability for this purpos 
Then plans were made for reconstruction in case of necessity, but the boats re- 
m^ined in the “erchant Marino, ," 

hay I state at this point that in the inglish translation the word "Umbau" 


translated by the word "reconstruction." I have my doubts whether this 


| correct, I presume that the interpreter has now correspondingly tran- 


cd it. It should be "conversion," I know the German word "umbau" has some 
connection to the Fnglish word "changes," 
i continue to quote; 
"The order to select h } s -rom German ship owne was aiso received 
at the Navy Office, Hamburg, where I was serving at that time," So far I quote 


mircl Lohmann., 


itness, is Lohmann's statement correct? Hove you anything to add? 
No, I can only emphasize again that we weren't 
construction but merely the selection of suitable ships, and that we were in- 
vestig^ting the questica of which alterations Should be made before these ships 


could be used as auxiliary cruisers, le were concerned with the making of 


gS, end, as stated under figure 12, these preparations or drawings should 


4 


be ready by the lst of April 1935. Thsy were to be submitted to the Naval Command 
Stoff, so that, if necessary, the shi; concerned could be taken out in case of 
necessity and converted, 

All these preparations for mobilization were, of course, kept secret, 

DR. SIEGRS: I believe, gentlemen of the Tribunal, thet the whole misundere 
ing would not heve arisen if the Prosecution had translated two further 
onces, The snglish version is very short and figure ll is missing, Thi 


the wording of figure 11, and I quote, 


"Request is mide that in cooperation 'K', to begin with, the suitable 
9759 





T€ A 
H0133 -0016 


vessels should be selected, 2nd that it should be ascertained how many 15 centi- 
meter guns can be mounted to achieve the necessary broadside," and so forth, 


This contains the word "selected", so that this isn't, as the Prosecution 


3 . 
a 


as stated, the construction of auxiliary cruisers but the selection of merchant 


vessels, 


and the ships continued to snail for the iierchant Marine, 


1 fats wher Parte fa) - 
Re SLEMARS! he s 


veond sentence which I find, unfortunately, is not in 


the snglish translation of the Prosecution is the following, 


and I quote: 


^S there is only a restricted number of guns which can be placed 
purpose, preparations are only to bc mode for four 


An increase of this .umber to brobably six will happen at a 


hen more guns are available, and until then the experiences regarding the 
parati 


ropar on of the first auxiliary crvisers will have been made,! 


So that there were only four, on the outside, six, merchant navy 


and this shows the insignificance of the whole matter, 
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I now come to the document C-109, which is US-44. It is in docusxont book 
No. 10 of tho British Delegation, on page 66. 

Please, will you state your attitude? I want to remind you that this is a 
conversation between you, Grand Admiral Raeder, and the Fuehrer in Juno, 1934, 
aboard the battleship Karlsruhe, 

Grond Admiral, will you please state your views regarding the three points 
which arc mentioned in this brief document, which deals with the conversation 
you had with Hitler in June 1934? 

Tho first question: Why did Hitler not want the increase in the dieplace- 
ment of the Scharnhorst and the Gneisenau to bo known; why didn't he announce 
it, although, according to this document, these were defensive weapons and every 
expert would notice the displacement of these ships and, in fact, did see that? 

A This is the period when wc wore thinking about the question of what we 
might do with the two armored ships D and E. After the expectant naval pact with 
England was concluded, these two ships, which Hitler had passed for my Navy in 
1934 =- we realised that we should not continue to construct these armored 
as such, since the material at our disposal could be used for more suitable 
purposes. 


Q But you were aware, were you not, that every expert of the British, or 


American, or any other Admiralty would, without difficulty, be able to see, as 


soon as he sighted the ship, that the 10,000 tons had now become 26,000? 


Dr, Siciers, when you ere examining a witness directly, 
you ought not to put leading questions which put into his mouth the very answer 
that you desire. You are stating all sorts of things to this witness and tien 
asking hin, "isn't that so?" 


I beg your pardon. I shall make every effort to put n 
& i Jj I 


My answer is different anyway. 
BY DR, SIMMERS: 
Yos? 
A First of all, here we aro concerned with pans. I asked permission to 
alter the plans for these two armored ships, first, by strengthening thcir 
defonsive weapons, that is to say, the armor platos; then, an increaso of their 


offensive armament, namely, a third 28-contimetor tower. A now 26-contimetor 
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tower was something which the Fuchrer was not yet willing to grant because, as 
I saicbefore, ho did not, under any circumstances, want to disturn the 
negotiations going on with Groat Britain. To begin with, therefore, he only 
permitted a medium displacement of some 18,000 to 19,000 tons. We were quite 
aware of the fact that if the point had como whore a third 28-contimotor tower 
could be mounted, then the displacement would be 25,000 to 26,000 tons. 

However, we did not sce any cause whatever to announce it at this stage, 
because it is customary in the navy that constructions of now ships should bo 
announced as late as possible, That v s tho principal reason. 

Apart from that, Hitler, by giving the figures which are mentioned, or the 
high speed which is mentioned, did not want to draw the attention of the 
countrics abroad to these constructions, However, apart fromthat, any reas 
not to aniounce these things did not exist, 

Q Please, will you come to figure 2 of the document? That has been 
particularly held against you by the prosecution, because there you state the 


view that the fleet musb be developed to oppose England later on, 


A Initially, as I shall explain lator, we had made the French building 


program our cxample. The French Navy was developing the Dunkirk type, with 
38 contimotor guns and high speed, at tho time that we had mde that our exmmple, 
Particularly, as you will hear later, according to Hitler's views, arming 
against England was out of the question. It was our intontion to reconstruct 
these two armored ships by building anti-aircraft ships witi 28 centimeter guns 
for high speeds. However, wo heard that tho King Gcorge type was being designed 
in Englond, which had 35,6 centimeter guns, nnd which were stronger, therefore, 
than the French type. 
That is why I said, "We shall, later on, anyhow, have to depart from taking 
the French types as an example and work with refcrence to England with their 
35 contimotor guns," 
There is an error in the translation regarding "oppose England", It says y 
b, that developments should be coordinated with the British dcvclop- 
That means that wo shouldd@sign our boats in accordance with the English 
ships, But cven that was out of dato shortly afterwards, because France was now 
building ships with 38 centimeter guns, Therefore, we decided that wo too would 
build ships with 38 centimeter guns. That was the Bismarck lator on. 


the word "oppose" doesn't make sense at all, at a time when we wore aiming 


m TON 
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an agreement with Britain, which-would man that under no circumstances could 
have any fight with England, 

Q Now we como to figure 3 of this document, which has bocn taken as 
equally important by tho prosocution, and I quote: 

"Fuchrer demands kooping the construction of U-boats complete secret, with 
reference to tho plebscite being considered in the Saar," 

A The Fuchrer's wish to keop submarino construction and preparation secret 
is somothing I have mentioned boforo. This is tho point where ho was most 
scnsitive, because under no circumstances did ho wish these negotiations to bo 
disturbed, It was quite generally the case that during all that period he was 
very cautious and wuld not do anything, under any circumstances, vhich might 
interfere with this naval pact which he was anxious to conclude, 

Q I don't quite understand the reference to the keeping secret of 
submarines. They werentt being built, were + 

A No. This is the keeping secrot of the preparations, you sec. It is 
merely a brief way of expressing that, 

Q We now come to document C-19, which is USO45. It is in document book 
number 10 of tho British Delegation, on page 67. This is a conversation betwen 
Hitler and Raeder on the second of November 1934 aboard the mden . 

The docurent which you have before you contains a statement from Hitler to 
you, according to which he wished speedy reconstruction of the Navy up to 1938, 


and that, in an emergency, he wuld get Dr, Ley to 
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place at the disposal of the Navy some one hundred and twenty million marks 
from the Laborer's Front, 

Did you have anything to do with raising funds for rearmament? 

A. I can't hear, 

Qe Can you hear now? 

A, Yes, I cane 

Qe This document, as I said, mentions one hundred and twenty to one 
hundred and fifty million, which Hitler was going to place at your disposal 
through Loy. Did you have anything to do with raising funds for the re- 
armament of the Navy? 

Ae No, not actually the raising of sunds. I was applying for finances 
trom the Minister of Defense for the Reich, who would pass such finances on 
to mee I presume that this statement was made because the allotment which had 
been granted for tho Navy appeared too small to me. Thon came the Fuehrer's 
statement that in an emergency he would get Ley to act. This did not actually 
happen. I received my funds only through the Reich Minister of Defense. 

*", Although the accusation of the prosecution does not appear quite 
clear to me, I want to come back to this figure once moree I want to point 
out that an armored cruiser of the old, small, 10,000-ton type, cost seventy- 
five to cighty million, How was this figure of one hundred and twenty to one 
hundred and fifty millions large enough to place the Navy in a position to 
carry out large-scale armament? 

A. Well, it isn't true. Apart from those two armored cruisers there 
were two battleships which were under construction, so you can imagine how the 
costs increased. 

te So that this total figure is not decisive? 

Ae No, it is not a decisive ono, 

*« Will you pass on, then, to figure 2 please? According to this figure 
2 of the document, you had pointed out to Hitler during this conference that 
possibly, during the first quarter of 1935, six submarines might be constructed 


or assembled. 
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4. “he reason whi I said this was because I knew that at tho beginning 
of 1935 the freedom for the armed forces, without any restriction, was being 
aimed ate I thought that porhaps this might create a critical situation and 
sanctions, something which Hitler always expected, 

I assumed that was what we wore talking about, and that is why I 
suggested that if any particular steps for a defense would be necessary should 
the situation become critical, thon six submarines should be previously 
assembled, which would normally be assembled later. Parts wero to be used 
which would be obtained abroad, 

Qe Did Hitler actually give the order? 

A, Woe The order was not givene 


THE PRESIDENT: We might break off now. 


f 


(A recess was taken) 
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BY DR. SIEMERS: 

Q Then we shall turn to document C-159 and that is US-5l, This docunent 
may be found in the document book of the British documont 10-A, page 110. This 
document is dated the 2nd of March 1936, tho document written by von Blomborg, 


and deals with tho domihitarization zone. Did you, witness, carry out long pro- 


paration for the action which took place on tho 7th of karch 1939? Will you plea- 


So pause between question and answer, 
A No, 1 did not carry out long preparation but this plan was becom: fami- 
me only through tha document of the 2nd of March. I would like to point 
out and rofor you to figure "6", whero it says that in order t preserve the pea- 
coful character of tho operation, military socutiry or advances measures aro not 
to bo takcn without my oxpross orders; thorofore, it was shown that tho cntite 
action was to have a peaceful charactar 

Q “ofore tho beginning of “arch, you knew nothing about this entire actic 

A No, I boliovo that this action especially was k^pt socrot, 

Q Then, I will turn to docunent C-19h, corresponding to US-55, document 
book of tho British Delegation 10, page 128, This document deals with a m-moran- 
dum of tho suprom command of tho We macht, the OKW, to tho commander in chi-f oí 
tho navy, dated 1936 and it sooms to bo from tho 6th of March 1938, as shovn from 
tho wording; thoroforo, i r with tho same subject mattor as a docum^nt mon= 
tioned before this. May I please have vor opinion and attitude on this? 

Will you give mo thc page agai 


AXVULLXFYFE: 128-A, my Lord, 


please ask you to give us your opinion and definite your attitude. 
iinistor for DDefonse of the Reich had approved that certain air ro- 
connaissance on tho 6th of iarch vas to take place; that is tho day boforo tho 
occupation of tho Rhino, That would bo, air rcocnnaissanco abovo tho North Soa 
was to tale place and the decision whothoroU-boats voro to bo used as a means of 
rcconnaissanco, that decision ho was to roach tho noxt day; th-roupon, I issucd 
an order on tho 6th of March 1936 and decreed a special-- 
Q I beg your pardon, I would like to point out that tho ordor by Raedor, 
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planning of the channels to be used 


pointed out especially that i l, that 2 wrong picture wa: 
givon of the intentions of th o make moro difficult the na- 


turo of tnis poacoful 


Q I would like to supolomont your statement, that these words in the de 


of the 6th of March 1936, may bo found under Figuro 5, It 


L 
A hese woro precautionary measures io 


r tno cass, 


action was to take placs. 


re those large preparations? 


~ 


0a 


No, no largo propzrations, 
j th tn 


A3 if. 
bo tho last docu 


Delegation, 


“oO 


organization and 


was road in its entiroty by the 


AES 
U 


Vea 


DOV wer and als Oy sincs 


nization, 1935 an the 


point, I asked Vico-'.22ira 


this rather technical quostic We are dealing with ‘aoc 


n my document book Roman I snd Roman III, page 5e I boliovo that here 


& misunderstanding in the concepts ho prosocution, 


misuna 


"Kriogsglicderungs" and “avtklarungsglicderung" have beon 


and I ask permission to road this -ffidavit in conjunction with my docume 


and I quote Roman III: 
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Referring to Document C-135 and 0-153, Armament Plan, Mobilization 


Order of Initial Distribution, 


of Battle, Kricgsg 


that is Aufstellungsglicdcrung, AG, and 


I would like toadd that because cf rex 


of simplicity, since C-153 and 135 belong together I have treated t 


together, Therefore, I would like to make this statement for the record, 


that 153 is US-l3, and may be f 
on p2zo 107. It has the headi 
is a rather long document 


I shall cuote now 


construction and 


Navy, 
nation =- ma 
war-entanzlement 
combat on hand. 
pments, change 
plans were newly revised ever 
lent for any armed 

distrizution, mcbilisati 
naval installations on land 
subordination, 
securcd within set time limits, 
military comand based all i? 
battlo, Xriogsgliederung, K.G 


it tho possibilities accor?i 


military means. 


B 


cunc in I ish Document Decument Bc 


ng "Armazent Plan for the Third irmancnt 


"3 


"The order of battle alw2ys had to be prepared with very much 


and was issued by the Hich Command of tho Navy, the OXM, usually 14 ye 
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before it was to go in effect, so as to enable the responsible offices to 
begin in timo with the necessary preliminaries such as placing financial 
requests with the Navy-Budget-Office, requests for materials, steel, iron 


peace=time 


etce, in so far as all this was not already provided for in the 
expansion of the navy. 

"When Hitler in 1933 in his Fiv--Year-Plan, demanded an armed force by 
1 April 1938, which he could throw into the balance as an instrument of 
political power, the initial order of distribution of 1938, the 
Aufstecllungspliederung, was worked ~ut independently of the yearly planca 
initial order of distribution, and vp to 1935 it dealt mostly with the 
possibilities not yet exhausted, c? the Treaty cf Vorsailles and with 
supplementing the naval force with craft which was not limited in type or 


number. After the Naval Pact of 1935, the planned order of battle 1930 was 


replaced by an “order of battle, final goal", K.G. Endziel, in which the numb: 


of warships on hand and those to be built of all types was to be in the 
proportion of 35:100 measured by the tonnage actually on hand in the English 
Fleet. In consideration of tho monotary and material possibilities, the 


capacity of the shipyards and the long time required to build large war- 


ships, this final goal was in the meanwhile set for the year 19)h- 
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"There remained always the possibility to shift it again) depending 
on the building program of the English Fleet. 

"The various terminologies have only a naval technical significance 
and do not permit conclusions as to political plans." 

I would like to point to a small error in translation in the English 
text. The word "terminierungen", translated "terminolegy" is, in my 
epinion, not correct. Instead of being translated by the word "terminohogy, 
it should most likely be "terms" or "termination". 

BY DR. SIEMERS: 

Q Witness, are these expositions set down by Vice Admiral 
Lohmann correct and how can you supplement this basic point of view. 

A In these statements everything has been said which can be said 
on this matter. All these expositions are, in my opinion, preparations 
which are taken and have to be taken in every war navy if it is to be 
equipped according to plan and be ready for use. 

It has been said on one occasion -- and it may be found in Document 
135, page l, under Figure 2 - that because the tension between Germany 
and Poland became more critical, it forced us to use a practical instead 
of a theoretical preparation for war, and that was interpreted to mean 
that at some period of time -æ= I believe in the year 1930 == we planned 
an aggressive war against Poland. 

I testified yesterday that our work was carried through to meet this 
ebjeetive, an attack of Poland on “ast Prussia, and could not go beyond 
that. That was the objective of tne work which we carried through, in 
case of an attack by Poland. At that time, an aggressive war against 
Polamd or anyone else by the very weakly armed German forces would have 
been utter nonsense. 

Then, since the year 1938 and the year 1944-45 recur constantly, 


I would like to point out again that the year 1938 first of all was the 


end figure of the Ship Armament Plan Phase 1, and these armored ships 


were to be built in '36 and 138. 
Q I beg your pardon. 


DR, SIEMERS: I would like to call your attention to the fact that 


n M0 
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this was Raeder Document No, 7. 
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A (Continuing): Then Hit er decreed a Five -Year Plan, which 

incidentally ran from 1933 to 1935. The KG was to be set for the year 
1938. Then the KG Endziel was sc: for the year 194-5, and the reason 

for the setting of this date was, as it is set down in this document, 
the part that you have just read, that we needed that time for financial 
and material capacity to build l-rze ships. This was not a period of 
time in which aggressive action was planned. 

q The expositions in C-135 are in accordance with the German - 
Engliah Naval Agreement, is that srs 

Perhaps I did not formulate my question clearly, When it was said 
that from then on a new plan was set up, it meant thereby that it was 
in accord with the German-English Naval Agreement? 

A Yes, of course. : 

Q In any event, referring to C135, under pigure 8, it is to 
be understood and interpreted in that way, as saying "a new navy in 
accord with the German-British "aval Agreement?" 


A Yes, 


HOAN 
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hall turn to anothc  topio, and I shall go back to the year 


Grand Admiral, when did you moot Hitler, and did you have any connection 
with national socialis 

A I met Hitler on the 2nd of Fobruary 1935, at which tiro I saw hin 
for tho first timo and talked to hin for the first time. It was at tho 
occasion of a festivity given by Genoral von Blomberg at tho home of tho 
chief of tho general staff, von Beruorstoiu, in the ovoning, ond ot which 


von Blomborg, Hitlor, the 
older gonorals who wore in leading positions, ond other generals voro 
present. 

Lator I shall return to this <c.uasion,. i before a imc, I had no 
connection whatsoever with notion-l socialisme I knew only Admiral von 
Klowotzow; I had known him from tho first world war. Ho had boon on tho 
staff of Admiral von Sohcor, wit: whom cd mony social conaoctions, 

a rather 
just heard that iiitlor was vory much intorostod in navy 
o lmowlecdgo of theso mattors, 
i do boliovo that von ilovot clked to Hitler about his 
opinion of tho navy. But beyond thet, I had no other connections. 
What caused you, Grand Admiral, in the yor 1933, 

offico, even thou you had no connection with nationa 
commuendor-in-ohnicf 
party to bo Reich Chancellor. 
him I wanted to resign or had any intentions of rosigning because ho had 
called in a now chancellor, that L. would without doubt have considered that 
en insult, and, indeed, wou 
oceasion at 211 to lc raj 1 o bo rolicvod of 

svenuso ho in his capacity :s Reich president had called in 2 


chanccllore 


Q And where 
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ives about political matters? 
For the first time, ón tho date just montioned, tho 2nd of February, 
after tho dinner at the homo of Goncral von Hammerstein, Beforo tho dimer, 
I had mot him, and aftor the dinner i:e gave a spoooct o was accompanied 


. * eM 


the foreign minister, i von Nouratl Thore were thor party mombers 


he mentioned irst of all his social and 
and spoke about the fact that he wau.tod equal rights for tho 
Ho wanted to recapture tho cqual risvi-ts, but also montionud tho 
ho would try to rid tho country of tho shacklos 
to restore nal sovercignty to Gormany with 
al aims, the establishment of o truo unity 


of livin 2 the workors 


1 wheat ain, MEA fe 
the standard 
joes ee ee 
to be promoted, 
Soons to 


that is, domcostic as ; orcign policy == was 


l6 " +1, - tink 
tact tho Weh 


P T |] Y33 34 — - 
Iron boconing o 
dads eeu Tenia 
chat roasovit would 


the coming years to 
training for tho defense o 


1 3 


Vehrancht would be the only bearer of 
structure there was no;:ing to be changed. 
as dotoills are concernoi, ho did not enter into detsils 
rathor sircle 6 was goathored t] 


DU? Core e 


T4 ves AX nd e 4 SPS +, PLUS eut E, P 
belligoront or we 30 were concerned, they 


This speech had an unusually calming off on 


ha nontki onod T um y m3 Wear gaT ep ne ani ne 344 3 3 
4o nonuionoc ( ON ilü05ío0nDurG, we appointed nim &s co nader = i 


9753 





MN N 


chief of the Wehrmacht with special honors, And one got the impression that 


he respected and honored very much this man who was honored throughout the 
lande 


3 


This speech was tho sole basis which he gave me 
and gavo to the chief of the army and the other chiefs, 

Q Grand Admiral, when did you. report to Hitler for the first time 
tho navy, ond what was tho basic position taken by Hitler at this occasioc: 
that is, his position towards tho navy? 

first naval report I gavo in the presence c 
who was my superior, who was the Roich defense minis ter, 


few days after this, but I connot recall 


coming leadership of tho navye 
position of tho navy, about tho 
Iroaty, about tho rathor small powor 
incidents, such as thoTreaty of 
amont Conforonco; 
complotoly advisod, 
said ho wantod tc arify tho basis of his policy t 


ba : DEAS ER. 1 of th T } 
be put a LO posal í hc nav} I remembe 


policy was to 
especially wolle 

Ploase, too faste 

Ho did not undor any circunsta 


i) 


ontonglononts with E 


ind ho wanted to dcecunont thi 


and to establish the powor ratio of the Cormar 
Through this stop, he 
give England the because 
interests all ovor the Word, 
vy would have to bo only in tho fronowor: 
backgrcunds; and the German navy would have 


oxtont, 


Tle o 
+his according to which 
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tho navye The actual ratio of power between tho two navios was not discussed 
[D P^ 


3 


rather, it was discussoc 
on the part of Hitler was for me ond for tho entire navy, 
ry sotisfactior or it meant that we were now 
saw the 
construction 
that this decision was hailed in the entire navy with mich 
and later the same undorstonding met tho 
Tho naval agreoment meant a wonderful development. 


A 


Thero were pooplo, but not in tho navy, who were of tho opinion that 


ority of a.1Ger 
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Grand Admiral, how did you personally stand toward 


4 


Judge him in the course of the years? 


I hailed the energetic personality 
£ v9 


HOLDI 


4 ^ ^ ^ > E 
ulromencdous wai. 


)bscrvation 


avery sreat politicis n o because of his n^ti 


which X have 
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atime 
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Prosecution, the 


A EAR Ge ins aes ae 
uwnacrtook in comestic 


1 4. d - r do 
that since as her 


entering into pol 


a 
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E VITNESS: Very well. Thon I should like 


to give any reason to think whether 


Grand Admiral, at a lator 


Therefore, we shall now leave this point according to the wis 


Then I shall turn to the Gorman-British 


to ask you, but briefly, how did this naval agre 


Con 
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am roforring to Raeder Exhibit Noe li, in the Document 

I, page 59, his document contains the naval agrcemor 

letter of the German Foreign Mini ,o tho British Government. 
contends it was established on the British 

introductory words: 

"Your Excellency, 

I have the honour to acknowledge the reccipt of your Excclloncy!s noto of 
to-day's dato, in which you were so good as to communicate to me on bchalf cf 
His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom the followins:" 

On the part of the British the 

"During the last few days the representatives he German Government 
and His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom have been engaged in 
conversations, the primary purpose of which has been to prepare the way 


he holding of a gcneral conference on tl je of the limitation of 


armanents e now have much pleasure i tifying your Excellency 


" ups i n. "M s í * x ed etat 
formal acceptance by His Majesty's ‘overnment in the United Kingdom 


proposal cf the German Government discussed at so convorsations 
futuro strength of tho German 
of tho Mombors cf the 
of 35:100. His 

sontributicn of the greatest imp 
future naval limitation. hoy further believe tha 
have now reached with the Gorman Government, an 
permament and definito agrcement as from to-day tween the two Governments" — 

THE PRESIDENT: This is a well known document and the Tribunal will take 


judicial notice of it, of courses It isn't necessary to road it alle 


ording to the Document under Figur 
small "f", on the part of the 
s submarines were concerned, Germany was permitted t 


Britain. At that time that was abcut 52,000 tons 





i 0 


United Kingdome 
Q On the sis of ] t ; S ini i i 
Y n the basis of such statoments as to limitations, was it considered 


as a peaceful development on the par’ of the Germans and was 
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thet hailed in the 
said it was met with great satisfaction. 

DR. SIEXMEAS: Since an attitude dating to previous years has more weight 
than c declaration which is made here ..ià now, I would like to submit Raeder 
Exhibit No, 12, Document Book Roman Numeral I, page 64. This document deals 
with a writing by Grand Admiral Racde:’ for the construction of the Officers! 
Corps, This is dated 15 July, 1935. It is dated sometime after the naval 


At that timo Raeder said and I quoto the second 


I 


agreement resu from tho Jocisi f the Fuchrer to fix the ratio 
ets of Germany and England ar 3 
aftor deliberations on European politics formed the point of departurefor the 
Į I Į 


London conferences., This decision was imperturbably adhered to and our dormnds 


wero all together met. The underlying purpose of the Fuehrer's decision is 


D 


the vill to exclude the possibility of antagonism between Germeny and England 
for all future times, and, consequently, to exclude naval rivalry between the 


countries forever." 


L 


And the sentence on page 66 is :1.:0 important. 


Throughthe agreement the construction of the German Navy to the 
fixed by the Fuehrer was formally approved of by England." 
Then comes the actual tonnage. hen T shouid like to call attention 


inal sentence, which shows the position and attitude of the British at the 


"In the political sphere this s .ccment is of importance since it 


3 


represents tho first stop in a practical understanding, ond because it brought 
about tho first step to relaxation of the inflexible front up to now kept up 
against Germany by our former Allios, which was demonstrated recently at 
in particular vigor. 

Q Grand Admiral, wis th: 3°3 of a friendly development, was that 
followed in the next years? 

A Yes. 

DR. SIEMERS: In this comection, I should like to submit Racder Exhibit 


No, 13. This is a document which makes it possible for me to dispense with 


testimony here in Court of Vice Admiral Lohmar In Document Book I, page 68, 


aE 
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tnis Document is entitled: "The Now Plan for the Development of the German 


16 May-M-PJA-9-2 


Navy", and it It is a report on the part of Vice 
Admiral Lohman, who in the summer of 193 5, gave that specch 
University at Hamburg. I ask tho High Tribunal to take judoial notice of this 
Document and it's vital points, and ci this is a basic work which was 

aged upon, and officially J bc should like to quote the following 
only: Adniral Lohman sets forth first of all that because of the freedom of 

armed forces the navy no longer hed to adhere to limitation but that 

ler then insisted on this copy frouwhich I now quote to you verbatim: 

"ihe Fuchrer, however, chose another way. He preferred to negotiate on 

the state of German Naval armament direct with Britain which, as our onetime 


r 


enemy" — I bog your pardon, I am quot^^g from page 70 - "has tried for years to 


show an understanding for our difficr. t 

And on page 71, and in this ea imo, j)eaks about reverberations which 
were misleading: 

"The more surprising thon was tr ctification of the treaty 
expressed the full agreement of both governments,and did not, som 
armament treatics of former times, leave more embitterment than understanding 
in its trail. The sonse of fairness, which 
often very dirty paths of higher pol! ‘ics, nave not lost, broke 
of the unreserved uprightness of the Germn declarations, 
of the German representatives ond the passionate 
the speeches «nd acts of our Fuchror, Unlike former time 
British leaders oxpro respect and recognition, And this has becn 
acknoviLedged by a sign of an honest preparedness to understand. 
less valuable than the attitude of the official leaders are tho voices 

j£ British war-votorcns. sor example: When, In Novonb 
"n Plect was taken by British Squadrons to be interned in 
itish C-in-C Flect, Lord Beatty, the great enemy of our Cruiser Admiral 
the fomous signal: !Do not forget that the enemy is a contemp- 
beast," this C-in-C Flect c ssed on several occasi 
Germany. But on 26tl ne, the same Beatty sated in the House of Lords: 
of the opinion that we should thank ie Germans, They came to us with hands 


outstretched, announcing that they arreed to the comparative strengths of 


35 $ 100, p 
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"I? they had offered other proposals we could not have prevented thon, 
It is truly and in fact a thankful fact that there is at least one country in 
the world whose competition in armament we do not have any need to fear." 

Then I should like s p ;e 73 where the limitation on battleships 

limits .on plays a part in the Prosecution 

document C.23. It is of a certain importance that in this document next to 
the words "battleship 35,000 tons" the words "Panama Canal" are mentioncd. 
The limitation to 35,000 tons is not . significant and important as the 
Prosecution would like us to believe. This is the origin: Tho United States 
of America at that time wanted to limit the tonnage to 35,0 tons because of 
the Panama Canal, because if there he 
Canal would have had to be made larg 


since this limit of 35,000 tons wag not maintainec 


r S Pe 1 ° 2 à Y = ne 
Thon I should like to point to Pare 67 where the tonnare figures nre 


mentioned of 52,700 tons, as thc of this 


here that France did not participate in 
had 96,000 tons, from the lightest U-"oat. 96 re y and 15 were in the dock. 
It is 
since 
after the first World War. 


IT TMTD 
Ð. ANNLIS 


Qe Grand Admiral, did the agreement with the 
these documents, did this show itself in other connections? 
A. I tried to maintain : 000 agreement like this and to express 
nce, for instance, when through 
agency through a phone cs. he death of the Admiral of the Fleet 
Jellicoe was made known to mee He served as the head of the Flect in the 


first World War and he had been our c onent, and a very noble e T 
this agency I gave a message to the “nglish fleet. 


THE PRESIDENT: I doubt if this really has any effect on the issues 


have to consider. 





i 


16 May-M-GES-10-2 


In any event, I tied to bring about a good understanding 
v 3 o > o 


h Navy in tho future and to maintain this good understanding, 


Qe On the 17th of July 1937 there was a further GermaneEnglish Naval 
agreement, It was signed on that da- I am submitting this document as 
Raeder Exhibit Number 14, Document - 5k I, Page 81. This is a rather lengthy 
document which has been translated and printed in the document book only in 

part, and in order to understand the infr ingement which the Prosecution 
accuses us of I have to refer to several points contained in this document. 


this agreement concerns the limitation of the naval armament and the Ige 


of information conc eming naval cons*zuction and expansion, 


find the limitation to 35 leship, a limitation 


eady mentioned; and in Article 11 3 12, articles which are s! wn, I will 
read because of the tec nical character but which I ask the Tribunal to 
take note of -- these articles set forth the oblientions on thc 
governments to provide annual programs of their 
place within the first four months o^ ich calendar year. The annual program 
end four months bet the launching of thc ship, information 
out. In order to und «stand 
t, and the accusations mide --^ninsi 
would like to refer to Articlos 24 to 26. 


Summarize these articl 


Your Honor, 


in these articles the condit a ind stipulations are mentioned 
according to which one of the tw par cers to the agreement could devinte from 
the agreemente Therefore, from thc beginning it was considered competent to 


deviate from the agreement according to certain conditionse Under Article 24 


if one of the partners was t nvoived in a war, according to Article 25 in 


case another powcr, for 
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DR. SIEMEAS: There seems to be a technical disturbance, 


German on my mike. Weither does the witness, Neither do the court reporters, 


there were infringeic 
this German- English Naval Agreement, and this is found in the document C 


Y 


equal to U.S.49; in Document Book 10. Page 3 of the British Delegation. 

d 18 February, 1938, It has been mentioned repeatedly 

J 9 3 4 D 
proceeding and recds t the beginning: "ihe true displacemcnt oi 
ships "Schernhorst-Gneisenau" and "F/G" exceeds by 
placement reported to the British," Then we find a 13 wich shows that the 
"Scharnhorst" was given as 26,000 tons but the actu. placanent was 31,00C 
tons, and in the depth that was given there was a aren of one meter, The 
2 5 
"Bismarck" and "Tirpitz" were rep Las 35,000 tons but had an actual 
i i E 
41.700 and there is uffe 8 centimeters, 
seen, there is a clear infringenent or violation of 
2 i] 


Admiral, I am assuming that you do not dispute this violation 


However, at thc timo of this document there were only four 
to consider, the 3ehornhorst, Gneiscnou, Bismerck and Tirpitz =- 
? 2 3 I 
It scems you are again stating these things to the Tribunal 
making ststements instead of asking questions of t 
È © a 


I believe, im, President, th: 


mentary evidence to bring about a transition so that one 


was about to put the cuestion, and my question was: The four battleships men- 
tioned, at the time of this document was drawn up, were they in actual service? 
No, 
None of these battleship 
A Wo, not onc, 
SINMERS: If I am permitted to do so, I should like to refer to the 
intes of the putting in service of these ships, facts 
which would be hard for the witness to testify to. This is from an affidavit by 


Lohmann ~= 





May 
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DRTC 


PRESIDINT; I think you must prove theme You can't state them without 
proving them, 

DR. SIEZRS: Yi em ready to 

I am roferring to Raeder Exhibit No. 2, which ha ecn submitted to the 
Tribunal already, This i | affidavit by man age 5 of Document Book 1, 

bounds of the Gorman-inglishn 

&rewucnt, the German Navy commissioned four battleships, 
determine with cortaii the da fol aying down, launching 
ing, I am stating them herewith, "Scharnhorst" = laying down 

certainty; launching, 3 October, 136; commissionin: 

aying down ecnnot be ascertained by me; Launching 

'26; commissioning, 31 may, 1939. "Bismarck" - layi & down, 1950; isunching, 
February, 1939; commissioning, 2 august, 1940, "Tirpitz" 
launching 1 April, 139; commisåioning, 1941" Exact date cannot 
Admiral Lohmann. I would like to mention that the othe 
C-25 were each planned but in the p, and that appli 
only to the first letter "H", There were no actual final preparations, 

Since the violation against the Treaty is very clear, it is important to 
detormine how this violation is to be considered. The prosecution has said that 
this violation of the Treaty was criminal for it contained intentions of 

In order to save time, since there are technical problems 
involved, before I question the Defendant further I would like to refer to my 
documentary proof, which I am refe ring to with the permission of tho High 
Tribunal, that Raeder Exhibit 15 is now being submitted by mo, and, in my 
opinion, we can see from it that there were no intentions of aggression present 


here, 


Raedor Exhibit No. 15 is an affidavit -- I beg your pardon 


Document I, Page 9l. This document deals with an affidavit which was deposed 


at Hamburg on the part of Dr, Ing. h.c. Suechting, and this documont is 
important for the reputation of Document C- -23, and for that purpose, to 


refute, I 
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should like to quotes "Iam the former ship building director of the 
hip-building-yard of Blohm & Voss in Hamburg. I was with this firm from 
1907 to 1945, and I am conversant with all the questions of construct- 
ion of capital and merchant ships, especially as engineer I was informed 
in detail about the construction of capital ships for the German Navy. 
Dr. Walter Piemers, attorney at law, at Hamburg, presented to me the 
document C 23, dated 18 February 1938, with the request to express my 
opinion about it. From this document it can be seen that the "avy-- 
contrary to the prior agreement -- informed the British about the dis- 
placement and the draught of the capital ships "Scharnhorst" and "Gneisenau" 
and in addition of some more designed capital ships of about 20% less 
than they naturally had. In order to explain why this information was 


given, I state the followings I believe the information given to the 


m 


British, that according to aval Agreement 4, had to be given four months 


before keel was laid down, was based upon the fact that the capital 

ships "Scharnhorst" and "Gneisenau" in the beginning were designed to be 
constructed with the given displacement of 26,000 tons and a draught of 
7e50 meters, and the capital ship F("Bismark") with a displacement of 35,000 
tons and a draught of 7.90 meters. If these capital ships were later 
built with a greater displacement and a greater draught, these changes 
were made upon orders or requests of the “avy that appeared during the 
working out of the plans and had to be fulfilled by the construction 
office. The changes were based upon the viewpoint aguin and again pointed 
out by the Navy, to construct the capital ships in such a way that would 
become as nearly as unsinkable as possible. The increase of the tonnage 
was meant to increase the offensive power of the ship --"I beg your 
pardon, Mr, President, "The increase of the tonnage was meant not to 
increase the offensive power of the ship but was done for defensive and 


protective purposes." I should like to offer that in the English text 


there is a mistake in translation, In this text the word "Not", n-o-t-, 
is missing. In the te.xt it says: "The increase of the tonnage was meant——" 
and it should reads "was not meant", “As for capital ships, the Navy 


increasingly in the course of time made a point of having the body of the 


^" 
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ship divided into more compartments in order to make the Ship as unsink- 
able as possible and the protection == in case of water flooding the ship-— 
as good as possible. Therefore the new battleships were built with a 
great width, very many bulk-hezds, with only about ten meters distance, 

and many length-and transverse bulk-heads outside the torpedo bulk head, 

At the same time the strength of the vertical, as well as the horizonatl 
armour, as far as I am informed, are greater and divided on wider Spaces, 
as is used by ether navies. In order -- 

THE PRESIDENT: In other words, his explanation is that they were 
altered in the course of construction for technical reasons, It doesn't 
matter what the technical reasons are, 

DR. SIEMERS: I beg your pardon, Mr, President, but I do believe that 
when we are concerned with a violation of a Treaty, a violation which is know. 
to be a fact, it is correct to show just how the violation took place, I 
do not believe that in each and every violation of a treaty one can say, that 
is a war crime. The point is whether this violation of the Treaty was a war 
crime in the sense of the Charter and therefore occurred with the intention 
to carry on aggressive wars. A harmless violation which, in the final 
analysis, takesplace in every commerce, that can not be a crime, 

THE FRESIDENT: The affidavit is before us, We shall read it. In f aet 
you have already read the material parts. 

Now, I think we had better adjourn. How long do you expect to be? 

DR. SIEMERS: Mr. President, it is very difficult for me to judge that 
accurately, but I wuld judge that I shall be able to conclude sometime 
tomorrow. I hope, Mre President, that I shall be able to conclude at noon, 
but T am asking Your Honor to take into consideration that I must include my 
documentary proof in my testimony md Mis documentary proof will be dealt 
with in this connection in my CASE, 


THE PRESIDENT: The Tribunal hopesthat you will make your presentation 


as short asyou possibly can. We have already been so long a time over this 


Defendant. 


(A recess was taken until 11,00 hours, ) 
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experience in the 


Ye Se 


RA 


changes became nocossary. 


Q Did the construction of these four battleships with their tot 


v'uc 


surpass the tonnage accorded by.tho Fleet creenent? 


No, the total tonnage was not surpassed unti 


= 
x 


Grend Admiral, in this connoction 


eral 


Exhibit Noe 8, which has already boo: 


lO, under Roman numeral II. This affidavit at the moment 


comparative figures, which shew how much battleship tonnag 


according to the Naval 


notice 
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In Raeder Exhibit 127 I should like to submit ^ short correction, becruse, 
Grand Admiral Raeder, in looking through tno affidavit, observe thot Vicc- 
Admiral Lohmann mde a mistake in one figure. The mistake is unimportsnt, 
but in order to be absolutely fair and correct I thought it necessary to point 
it out to Vicc-Admireal Lohmann. 


Instead of 30,000 it should be bout 34,000 tons, so that there is 


difference not of 53,750 tons but of 149,750. Wo were allowed to build 


146,000, the final figure, sc thot the result is not chenged. Thus, 
t^ko — as the Tribunal knows -- is attributabic to the 
fact that we were very Limited in our statistical resources 
I add a sentence to what I s^id before? Tho indication of 


E d 


displacement deviated from tho torus of the treaty in so fcr as the original 
tion displacoments were rcported and not the draft and displacancnt 
Which resulted in the course of tho construction throug 
Q In addition, my I rofor the Court to t! 
Agroonont of 1937 was changed by the Protocol of London, June -- I refer 
to Racdor Exhibit 16. My secretary has told me it isn!t horo at the moment; 
up later. 


ast document in document book 1, or 


Document C-23 is of Februcry, 1938, This London Protocol 


2 1 


of tho British Governnen’ he limitation for battleship tor 
to 35,000 tons was ch^ngod beecuse the ish Government as well as the 
German Government realized that 35,000 tons was too low. As tho Protocol 
shows, cffcetive 30 Juno, 1938, the bot;loship tonnago was raised to 45,000 


tons. ! w month ai this difference in the batt hips == in Document 


up a now subject, the question of your participation 


rn 7 4 Xr eres m. mi EM AL 
nspiracy to f wa of aggressio Titis is the 


docuronbs which the Prosecution adnit ted, In 


to tho commondors-in-chicf, I must ask you to 
o documents, The first document is 386-PS, US-25, in the 
British Delegation No. 10, page 18. t is Hitler's 


ME ete 2 
NOVCMDCY y i 2 


Mia 1 AA . - Cn eli dá icis » + i. P Da NS e 
Grond Admiral, did you cvor soo this docuuont of Rossbach? 
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A No. I saw no document and no Protocol; and any speeches which 
Hitlor made, no minutes wore teken officially. In later years -- I believe in 
1941 -= stonographers were prescnt who wrote down every word, ‘These ore 
really not minutes but a taking-down in indirect discourse. It was written 
down five days after the specch itself, as I have heard, 

Q Although it is a very importont document, I hove noted that in 
contrast to other documents it has no distribution, It was written down five 
days oftor the speech and is not ovon marked "socrot", Can you explain where 
these minutes wore set dow 

I don't know; I can only imagine 
1 his sceret cobinot, 
only have an over-all impression of this speech thon, after cight 
yoorsS. 
Yos 
Tho document wes read in full here by tho Prosecution, ond as cm be 
elocriy soon, it contains roforoncos to a war of aggression, There is, fd 
a mention of "testamont," of the problem of space, tho enemics — 


5 


that armament was almost completed; the first 
to overthrow Czechoslovakia and Austria. 
tho Court what effect the speech had on you 
hopoonod that you did not ascr-.: . importonco to the specch 
exomple, Mr, von Neurath vho was also present? And in spite 


ross " ^5 MC gom "nde oe wn "Lo. e "EOM tive 
how did you retain your opinion that Hitler would hold the 


lution by 


Wele VL 


soon a 


FIN 


n EVNA nF 3 ^4 e. = ` d.n sworn 4 
inf Lucite 2 group o i uo in oraer to oxormno 
characterize the situation correctly. Hitler called togetner the persons 
toned in the document, to explain to them 
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contradicted himself frequently in successive speeches. Onc never knew what 
his last goal and intentions voro. At tho ond of such a speech 
difiicult to decide thet. As a rule, his speech mde a greator impression 
on people who heard him very seldom than on those who knew his manner of 
speaking on such occasions, It was novor a question of a consultation but as 
» always in giving of orders without discussion. 
purpose of the speech on the 5th of Novenber, 1937, as Reichsmarshal 
said at. tho beginning -- 
Excuse me, that is at the beginning? 
Yos, at the beginning of the speech. He told me he had 
tho Fuchrer boforchond,. The Fuchrer wanted to spur on tho érny ti 
juicker in rearmament. b Wa ing too slowly for the Fuera, 
ia and Czechoslovakia, which he 
said that the latost dato would be 1943-1945, that after that 
wuld become worse, o the case could come up carlicr under 
n the first place, if the internal u t cecurred in France, 


of a Mo: dite 


glond, Frenee, 


Lu 


- 0048 
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The assertion that the armancnt of army, navy, ond luftwaffe 
practically concluded in November, 1937, I could not understand. The Navy had 
notyot a single battleship in servicc. It was similar with the luftwaffe md 
with tho army. We were in no way armcd for war and a war against Englan 
for oxonple, would have becn medo ni 3 As for nme, the decisive 
sontonecs in his specch were that first, England and France, I believe, have 
already gotten rid of Czechoslovekia; and, second, I am convinced that France 
and England would not interfere. In the third place, tho fact that a few 
months before, in July, 1937, the second naval agreement had just been 
construcd, These three facts secmed to ne to make it certain that Hitler 
would not seck a warlike solution of these questions, Austr 
Czechoslovakia, under any circumstances; ; but thet he would strive 
peaceful solution. 

For that reason the speech did not maxc tho impression on mo that at that 
timo Hitler wanted to change his policy; that he wanted to turn from peace 
policy to a war policy. I cc | imagine that Mr, | Neurath, 
know the purpose of this srecch, roccivod a different 
now think back over the matter, I cen imagino that this cxaggerated character 


: 1 


of the speech was intended to force von Neurath out of tho ezbinct beenuse I 
have learned that at that time thers was already an inclination in the Fuchrer 
to replace von Neurath with von Ribbentrop; but that is only cen assumption 
which I have had afterwards, 
I concluded from this speech os follews: The construction of the fleot 
in the proportion of one to three to England was to be continued, cnd from the 
with Englend was said to be mintcincd., The agreomont which hag 
just kecon construed w^s to bo observed. 
And, Admiral, at the onc of the document, in tho fourth paragraph 
from the ond, Ficldmarshal von Blomb snd General Oberst von Fritsch, in 


giving their estimate on the situation, repeatedly pointed out that Englond and 
France must not appear as our onomios,. And thon it is said: 


"One sees that Blomberg end Fritsch wore disturbod and the case occurred 


that they contradicted Hitler," 


o 


After the specch you talked to Blomberg. Is it true that Blonk org, Who 


can unfortunately not be examined, and Fritsch, who is also dead, that they 


saw through tris exaggeration of Hitler's and, therefore, pointed out 
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misgivings and wanted to exert somo influence on him, ihat was your talk to 
Blomberg about after this specch? 
A In tho first placc, Blomberg ^nd Fritsch -- 

THE PRESIDENT: You must try not to put leading quostions, Dr. 
Sicmers, You are putting into the witness! mouth what you wont him to answer. 
If you want to -- 

DR. SIFERS: I am sorry I did so. It is a little difficult when 
tho two men who wore there, Blomberg and Fritsch, oro dead, I only wanted to 
point out that they are not alive, 


THE PRESIDENT: That cennot be helped, the fact that thoy are dead. 


But, if you want to got anything in about tha t, you must got it from the 


witness, not yoursclf, 
BY DR, SIMERS: 

Q What impression did Blomberg have after this speech? What did he 
say to you aftcrwards? 

A Blomberg himself, in a questionnaire on Ficldmyrshal Kc itol, confirmed 
that when the military men leftthe room. Blomberg, who was with tho Fuchror 
most often, said that had not becn meant so seriously and was not to to 
judged so seriously, He believed that the Fuchrer would settle these 
questions peacefully, too, And, beforehand, as Dr. Siemers seid, Blomberg 
and Fritsch had both called the attention of the Fuchrer to the fact that 
under no circumstances could Englend end France intervene since the German 
Wehrmacht would not be able to dez 

l may add thet in this caso I intent ionally did not make any such 
objections because that was a daily oceurrenco, Whenever I mot the Fuchrer , 

I told him, "Wo must romain he course to avoid becoming involved with 
England." And the Fuchrer repeatedly confirmed this intontion of his. It is 
typical thet Hitler, at the moment when the chief of the army command, General 
Oberst von Fritsch, said that in the winter of 137-138 he wuld not be able 

to take the vacation in Egypt which he had planned for his health. The Fuchrer 


immediately took it back and said that the affair was not that urgent: he could 


3 
go ahead and go on vacation, which he then did, 
This shows that it was again a question of exerting pressure, That was 


1 of the 5th of November, 1937. He did not crush oithor Austria o 
utin 1938, the question was settled peacefully, without 


D 


bloodshed, and with the agreonont of the other powers. 
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Q In this comection may I submit the document from thenoxt year, 

Raeder Exhibit No, 23, document book 2, pago 127. On 30 September, !38 -- 

I nood not say anything furthor about Munich because the defendant was not 

directly participating. -- Hitler and Chamberlain jointly declered that the 
ament signed last night and the Anglo-German naval agrcoment are considered 

symbols of the desires of both the people never again to wage war agoinst each 


other. The rest of the contents aro known. 


Then I come to the second key document which the Prosecution submitted, 


L-79, docunent book 10 of the British dolegation, on page 24. The document, in 
spite of its astonishing length, wos also road in full by the Prosccution so 
thet I will not read from it. May I remind tho Court, t hough, that it mention 
further successcs could no longer be achieved without bloodshed, On the 23rd 
f May, 1939, Poland and Danzig was not the object but lebensraun, 
PRESIDENT: Wi]l you give us the reference? The reference we got 

was document book 10, pago 2. 

DR. SLHAUERS: 

THE PRESIDENT 


aT T a 


T =) 
DR. SIELERS: 
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BY DR. SIEMERS: 

Qe It speaks of tho extension of lebensraume The Polish problem can 
not be separated from an altercation in the west. Thereupon Hitler said that 
the decision remained to attack Poland at the best opportunity. Unfortunately, 
this is again » document which is undated. 

Do you know when Lieutenant Colonel Schmundt prepared this report? 

Ae No, I can not saye 

THE PR SIDENT: Why do you say it is undated? 

Mre President, there is no date whon the document was 
prepared. There is only the date of "Minutes of Conference of 23 Maye” In th 
case of Hossbnch the conference was on 5 November, but it was written down 
five days later from memory, on 10 November. In the case of Schmundt, we do 
not know whether it was written down after one day, five days or four weeks. 

HE PRESIDENT: Is it in evidenee that the document of 5 November was 
written down five days later? 


DR. SIEMERS: No, the document of 5 November shows that it was prepared 


five days later. The document is dated at the top Berlin 10 November 1937, 


Notes on the Gonference in the Reichschancellory on 5 November 1937. 
THE PRESIDENT: Well, that is right, the; there is evidence. 
BY DR. SIEMERS: 
In the case of Schmundt, there is no indication? 
No . 
You do not know when it was written down? 
Noe 


Did you ever see this document before 


this document contain a correct reproduction, in all points, of 
speech, or is it true what you said about the Hossbach document? 
even moro truce In my opinion, it is the most unclear document 
on a Hitler speech which is at all available. A large part of the statements 
in my opinion have no sense at all, as I will show. The adjutant wrote down 


that only the sense of the statements was taken down. 


e centere 
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BY DR. SIEMERS: 

Qe Please explain to the Court what impression this specch made on you 
at the time and why you believed, in spite of this speech, that Hitler was 
not planning any war of aggressione 

Ae I should like to point out thet the trisl brief says in this case it 
does not reproduce the character of the speech correctlye The whole first 
part of the speech, as I said, is extremely unclear. In the 1937 speech, 
1943 to 1945 wos given as tho latost date, and the remote possibility was 
given of an earlier dato, “ere Hitler speaks of fifteen to twenty years in 
which solution would be necessarye He says that Poland is still on the side 


n 


OL 


T 


the enemy, in spite of tho Friendship Trenty. "Her intention is to take 
advantage of any opportunity against use For that reason, he wanted to 
attack Poland at the first opportunity. Tho Polish problem was inseparable 
from the conflict in the west, but a simultancous conflict in the west could 
not be permitted. In the course of a GermanePolish conflict, a war with the 
west would remain impossibles Thm the battle would be against England and 
Francee Then he says that we could not allow ourselves to be drawn into a 
war with England through Poland, A war on two fronts seemed impossible then 
as in 1914. ‘he, again, England -= and that is comparatively new here -- is 
the mortar driving against Germanye We should prepare for a long war, aside 
2 surprise attack, apparently with reference to England. It is aston- 
ishing that we were to endeavor at tho beginning of such a war to strike a 
destructive blow against England, The goal is to drive England to he knees. 
THE PRESIDENT: Dr, Sicmors, the defendant appears to be reading from 
a document an argument about this documente That is not giving evidence. 
can tell us anything about what happened at this meeting, it is open 
to him to do so, 
DR. SIEMERS: He says that, with the nid of this document, on the come 
plicated thoughts which Hitler expressed at that time, he is pointing out 


the contradictions contained in Hitler's speech at that timee 
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THE PRESIDENT; That is the arg.ient, to point out that there are conflicts 
between one part of the document and another, That is not the Subject of evidenc 

He has already told us that Hitler's speeches -- that onc specch generally 
contradicted another, but wo can see for ourselves from the document if one part 
of it conflicts with onother, 

DR, SIGMERS: Is it not of inrort^nce, lr, President, that tho unclear 
statements of Hitler at that time had such an effect on the witness that he says 


so and so many points ^re false? The: the whole tendency which we read out of 


t. 


cannot be true, As I understand the .jtness, Hitler must have had another thoug! 


in the back of his ¿ind if he s such unclear things to the Commanders, but 
I bolicve we can shorten it, 
BY DR, SIEMERS: 
Q Grand Admircl, according to the wish of the Court, Just cxplain what th 
effect was on you and what the special thoughts > connected with this document 
A I only wanted to show by op; ‘ing these sentences how unclerr the spcec) 


was, At the end there is 2 second par) i ihicl number of doctrin^ire, aeadem 


thoughts on warfare or oesscd, and the ude by saying that 


t 


that a study sta Should be formed in the OX. which w 
out all these plans for the preparst*on for we evaluation of the 

weapons, etc, eliminoting the General staffs, with which he did 

collaborate, He wanted to have these things in his own hands, Tho formation of 
the study staff -- 

THE PRESIDENT: Dr., Sicacrs, I ^^ve already told you that the Tribunal thi. 
that argunont is not evidence, This seems to be purely arguncnt upon this 
document, If there is anything in t !'po o collection as to what p^ssed 
at this mccting, th t would bo evidence, but merely to argue upon the document 

evidence, 

DR. STEWERS: à -reside my the witness no wy whet cffect Hitler's 
processes of thought 

The Prosecution says 

THE PRESIDENT: Can you say th... he did not understand or did not think it 
was sinccre? 

Di, SIXLTR 1 this connection, I should like to point out to the witnes 


rofcrrod to this point because this was tho only place where tho Prosecution di 


not read this docugont. In this document, the sentence about tho study staff, I 
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noticed imuediately, were not rend. This study staff was what Hitler w^ntod to 

SITEMERS : 

Hr. Grand Admiral, after this speech, was anything changed in your 
dopartaent? 

“No. The conclusion which was arawn wos, first, that tho ship .onstruc- 
tion program was to be continued as in the past. Hitler said so himself, In the 
Secona place, ho said that the armament programs wore to be adapted to the year 
1943-1944, That was the positive thing which I could take away from the ucing, 


ft that time, moreover, I was s "ongly impressed by the speech which Hitler 


himself made at the launching of the onttleship "Bismarck" in Hamburg. There he 


said that the Wehrmacht, as the sharpest instruüont of war, had to protect tho 


peace of true justice, That was what mide tho greatest impression on me at that 


time, In regard to Hitler's intentions, It was completely incompetent , 


incapable == 
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(HE PRESIDENT: Dr. Siemers, if there are any passages in this docu- 
ment vhich have not been read and to which you attach importance, you may 
read them now and for the rest, all that the Tribunal think you cught to do 
is to ask the defendant what his reaction was or what happened at that 
meeting and if he can supplement the document as to what happened at the 
meeting, he is entitled to do so. The Tribunal doesn't intend to prevent 
you reading anything from the document which has nct yet been read ror from 
getting from the witness anything which he says happened at the meeting. 

Re SIEMERS: Mr, President, I understoood the witness to mean that 
recalled the Study-Staff which the prosecution did not mention; this is 


how it happened, that the witness, since he knows the decument, too, and 


&t the same time, points it out that the Study-Staff waa also mentioned 


in the document. I believe that can explain the misunderstanding, Perhaps 
I may read this sentence, 
Yes, certainly. 

Under No. 3, towards the end of the document, it says: 
"To study weak points of the enemy, these studies must not be left to the 
general staff. Secrecy would no longer be guaranteed. The Fuehrer has 
therefore decided to order the formation of a small plawing staff, contain- 
ing representatives of the three parts of the Wehrmacht and the three 
commanders—in-chief and chiefs of the General Staff. The staff vill keep 


the Fuehrer informed. T planning staff is responsible for the planning 


Wait a minute, a passage is left out in the English 
translation, The copy I have before me says "These studies must not be 
left to the General Staffs; secrecy would no longer be guaranteed," and 
then it goes on "This staff will keep the ruehrer informed and will report 
t» him." I know it is very important. Go on. 

DR. SIEVERS: This paragraph about the planning staff in the High 
Cemmand was submitted in the English, "The purpose of certain regulations 
concerns no one outside the staff; however great by the increases in the 
armaments of our adversaries, they must at.sometime come to the end of their 
resources and ours will be greater, We can recruit (7) ene hundred twenty 
thousand men in each age class, We shall not be forced into a war but we 
Shall not be able to avoid one, This planning staff, in effect, eliminated 


n^ 
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the comnanders-in-chief,. That was what Hitler wanted to achieve. If I 


am correctly informed, the rest has been read by the prosecution ==- 
the purpose and the principle of the order to keep everything secret, 


at the end, that the shipbuilding program should not be changed ,=-the 


armament program to be postponed until 1943 or 19h, 


Q If Hitler at this time had intended a war of ggression, would 


he have had to force any particular part of the navy armament? 


A He would have had to foree the whole navy. 


Would the ¢onception of submarines not have to be forced espec- 


Yes, of course, because they can be built most quickly, 
3 3 J o 


How many submarines did you have at tnis time? 


Uai 


A I can't say exactly, I think about twenty-six, 


Q If I remember rightly, Grand Admiral Dosnitz answered that there 


were fifteen capable of sailing in the Atlantic? 


ths winter of 1938-1939, did you have 


with Sir Neville elations between Germany and 


A Yes, a very short talk at m evening reception a 


where I talked to Ambassador Henderson Mr. von Neurath, and where the 


r me whether Eng land would 


Yam 


question was discussed == it was broucht up by 
accept Germany's offer to set the proportion or strength at one to three and 


hadn't welcomed it and would no 


certain conclusions from this proport- 


iene Ambassador Henderson answered, when no one else had broucht up this 


question, "Yes, that would be shown in the future when the colonial guest- 


on was settled." I later reported this answer to the Fushrer in order to 


use it to maintain a friendly policy toward England. 
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summer 239 Grand .cmiral, in the course of 


ou talk to Hitler on the 


If I talked to the shri menever I talked to the Fuchror, T 


the question of England L urged him in that connection and I 
e him that it would be 


which he, himself, at the 
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document 


ntod it out, not lir, Dodd, 


I recall correctly that the 
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Prosacutior 


objection during the 
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from 
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May L6-—A=kT-17-La 
in iunich, I have certified the corr -tness of the copy, The original is 
the handwriting of General Admiral Bo hm, Boehm has been called by me as a 
witness for various other questions. Ve will confirm that tl pee jas made 
in this form as I have submitted here, A comparison of the two documents show 
that the words, "brutal attitude," are not contained in this speech, It shows 
further 
SIR DAVID AXTELL FYFTE (Interposing) Surely this part of Ur. Siemers! 
crgunont must go to wight. He has said that a comparison of the two documents 
Shows such and such, I have just looked at the cnd of Admirel Bochm!'s 
and it cont^ins, I should argue, every vital thought that is contained in 
Document 1014, But whether it doves or not hat is à matter of weight, surely. 
e cannot, in my respectful submission, go into intrinsic comparisons 
issibility of the document. As 
Scy by comparing the documents 


r Tren 


tHOLDENT: Yes, ihe Tri al was hesr whatever Dr. 


A comp-rison of the document with 79&-PS, clso the longer 


better version which the Prosecution submitted 


Sir David iixwoll Fyffe has 


1 


pointed out, a mero comparison of tho two or three docununts doesn't help 
About the document, It is ^ 
German documents, 
I understand, I made the statemcnt only in order to show that 


I am £ JU raising obi tions fi for: al reasons but bec2u the thing 
Jk nov raising Objections ior fori reasons ouv DcCcusc the thing 


2 


is actually 
of great importance, 
Vell, then, you will 
your speech in criticism of the document 
^r comperison 
' Adiuia ^21 Boehm or with the other document. 
To expl-in my formal request, I refer to my statement on the 
character of the document which I submitted, 
PRESIDENT: Yes, 


The application to strike out Document 1014-PS is denicc, 


je had perhaps better adjourn now, TE 
j'7 ot H0133 
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PRESIDENT: 


es 


Do counsel i 


Tribunal wishes to have inf: 


ati LOZ 


SIR DAVID LAQVELLFYFE: Yes, 


PRESIDENT: Yes 


3 


DAVID MAXWELL FYFE: Yes, i 


e SIEi ERSs 


Ib ^ 


Grand idmiral, I submit 


vorsion, to ycu. You have road tho 


olo 


reproduction correct on the whole, 


hte 
bene 


In my opinion, t} 


most closely to reality. I remembe 


part of his position to the int on 


NC 


and also cited the reasons for 


Via 


int, in its entirety, in tie 


In the version cf the 


afraid that at the last moment s 


in the 


iere 


certai 


In my recollection, 


to using words like that in specch 


Q On the othor hand, the 1 


hant d - A i AnA 
hat time, decided 


whi 1 


riofly, 
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speech -- 


Without doubt, 


and tremendously tense. The fa 


reat 


eo 
Veo 


put str on twofacts: fir 


t intervene; and second, that r- 


left for lioscow on the same day tc 


things filled not only me, but oth 


ce 


large political : 


that in the end ho would be successfi 


way e 


and also the 
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iat 


ech 
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* the pro secution understanc 
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to where that document was 


Lord; will do 


10 other document, 


Your Lordship plea 


ed document Tacder-27, which is the Boohm 


S 


peech in this version. Is this 


ur r ccollecticon? 


version is that ono which c: rrespon 


r especially Hitler devoted 


larre 


England France would not intervene, 


i 


cir non-interventii 


ther reprc tions of the speech. 


110 
duc 


in US-29 verbatim: "I am 
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Says, 
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plan 
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ime? 


at that ti 
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3 a 5 RS 
gE CncrarSe 


that Hitler 
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was present on the part of Hitler and 


ul insclving this problem in a peaceful 
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fore, 


step like that pure 


t 
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the High 


Tribunal kindly take jud 
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Q Tho prosecution has 


through this document -- 
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morely indicate formally th 


course, 
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SIR DAVID MAXWELL’ FYFE: 
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first, hadn't we? And then we 
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lesortion. 


tigh Tribunal, 
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in this connection I 


der Exhibit 28 and 29, and I a 


without my quoting from 
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155 and has accused you, 
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documents to which Dre oioncrs nas 
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asking the Tribunal, to 
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tho cumer 
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better hea 


11 hear you after 


you wish. This 





i 


pointe I believe that Sir David erred slightly in referring to document 
number 28. There was no objection to this document, Your Honor; only 
against 29 was there an objection by tho prosocuticn. 


ae 
! 


My fricnd is quite richt; we did not object to 


the translation of 28. However, My Lord, it falls into the s anc category as 


29, and I would s till raise an objection. 


I apclogize to Your Lordship Żif I conveyed the impression 


made an objection before, 
My Lord, number 28 is a letter from General, Gamelin to Me Deladier, on 
the lst of September, 1939, in which Gel Gamelin gives his views as to 


J, 


| problem of the neutrality of Belgium and Luxomrbourg, and contrasts that 


vith the view of the French Government. 
I submit that that cxpression of opinion on 
General Gamelin is in itself intrinsically too remote from the issues 


trial to be of any relevance or probative valuce 





iN 


Then, apart from its ivtrinsic nature, the position is the 
this was a document which, us I understand from Dr, Siemers'! 
verification on page 158, is taken from the mite Book of the 
German Foreign Oifice, fron the secret files of the French 
General Staff, which could not have been captured until some- 
time after June 1940. Therefore, as a secondary reason, it 
can have no relevance to any opinion formed by the defendant 
Raeder in September of 1909. 

My Lord, ti Xj document is, as I said to the Tribu mal 
a letter from General 'syc^^d who was then the Commander in Ch’ 
of the French Amy in 
describes a plan which 
tO possible operations in Gr My e thing came of 

stice was made 
Marshal retain on behalf of part of the French people, althoug 
not, of course, of the Wii md it can have no relevance to 
October 1940 when Gree was invade Dy Italy o the positi 
at the end of 1940 and the beginning of 1941 when the invasioz 


of Greece begins to be igidered in the German directives 


ame secondary 
applies, that it was also a oca] ed document which 
have been captured 
have no relevance this ’ fendant ite of min in 
August or Suptember 
My Lord, as a matter of convenience, I 
list of the documents to which objections will 
there are one or two additions which m cen and Soviet 
colleagues ht asked me make, and I 


vhen they grise. 


.My Lord, I would just like the Tribunal t ive in mind 


that there are four geographical groups of documen 


opposed to tne g ps under which they are arranged here, vhi 
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the Tri bunal will have to cmsicer. One is formed by 
relating to the Low Countries The second, whicl 
on the list which I ‘eve just out before the Tribunal, 
ird deals with Greecc, of which Jo. 29 is an exampi 
a fourth is Group E in ths list which I ‘ave just put in, 
ealing with tentative proposols and suggestions made by various 
military figures with regard to the oil fields in tho Caucasus 
or operations on the Danube, 

My Lord, the sane objections which I have made particularly 
with regard to Documents 28 and 29 will apply generally to these 
groups, and I though’ at I ought to draw the Tribunal's 
to that fact. d ,"ay friend Colonel 
intimated to me some special objections which he will 
certain documents on which ] ar is ic Tribunal 
they arise. 

But, my Lord, I ko these specific cas 
objectionable in thoms 
to the fact that they are 


belonging to certain 


your Lordsnip 

admissibility will be decided 

M. DUBOST: May it please the Tribunal, 
ribunal for an op; nity to associato myself publicly 
the declaration just made by Sir David, and to propose a few 
exampie s which will show the umount of attention which can be 
given to the documents in qu 

The Censo is asking that the Tribunal tako into acocunt a 


document published in the German white Boox No, 5, under No. 8. 


This document gives an account of a French prisoner of war, who, 


so it would seem, was in Belgium since the ott L AOILl, 
However, the German ‘hi Book gives neither the namo of this 


prisoner nar an indication waich would pomit the identification 
9791 
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at which would 


his unit, nor any dcclara 


are therefore in documsnt which has no 


$ day 


authenticity. 
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r^ } € A 
sould say, ing tothet documen 


first of all, 


ferred to the tex 


we have read it with 


defensive 


legian military 


A ^ tatinr 
a manifsstatio: 


w^)! acy) 
neutral 


A h rx» 


and Furis, or to show 


The commen 


x 


s TETA 
rs i1 ,uQg 


xs T3. E i Mende “a a: NS Ia » 
Ulo Hypon Cn TOX lec D 3 ot | 2 LLU uP Man 


S. 3 "rm omm M. 
fii cial commentator 
document means French 


ula r expression 


sir troops that 


rt - - 
lu er nan 


1, and Binche, is 


ch territory. 





JEN 


pical exem 





16 liny-A-PJA-20-1 
THE PRESIDENT: Dr, Sionors, the Tribunal thinks the most convenient 
coursc Would be to heer your arguacnt now upon these documents, not only upon 


but upon the other documents specified in Sir David Moxwoll-Fyfe 
X would consider these n after tho 
djournuent ond 
Hign Tribun^l; should bo vory grateful 
possible to proceed in a manner a little different. I 
should like to cs ‘ttention to the fact that a rather lengthy debate, 
eg-rding argument h-s already taken pla and the decision of 
clicve, followed. veli in oi coment upon oli the 
doeu:ents, a great nl of timo will, be lost thereby, since the connection and 
the coherence of the documents wi bo shown by itself during my presentation 
of evidence if I now deal with a list submitted by Sir David Mezcroll-Fyfe. 
In order to show my reasons, I would have to give 
in 
I thought perhaps that the decision of the Tribunal to 
documents in the order given in the document bock was 
objections w arise one by one as the docuncnts 
THE PRESIDENT: I now; 1t there are a very great 
upon each document, if we 


m3 F5 "3 do , - Ds j v. 1 Tre ~ m 5 ^7 n 
ling the list | im De Maxwell-Fyfe. Tere oro 3U 


ocumcnts, 

Di SIEIBRLS: Sir David Mozn:oll-Fyf 
guided according to diffor.nt goographical groups. Therefore, thoro wi 
be objections according to each document, but rather towards each group 
documents and each conflict of questions, for instance, an objection 
Norway case agains 1l Norwogion cocument r in tho Greok c5so aginst 
all Grook documonts. 

Tt would be easier to deal with tne matters that way, since in ny 
testimony I shell have dealt with Greece and Norway alrendy, vheross if I do 
so now, I sholl have to szy overything twice. But I smil be guided by the 


decision of the High Tribunal, 


However, I do think thet an unnecessary amount of time will bo 
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DR, SIEMERS: May it please tho High Tribunal, now when it comes to the 
document or documents I would like to say now we are disputing about documents 
which in the original debate by documents which took place on tno lst of May, 
these documents were not mentioned ther. I had. believed, however, that I could 


have counted on tiis fact: That at least those documents which at that time were 


not objected to, that l could consider those as granted me. Now, however, I can 
Jd 3 & 3 E] 


Sco that those documents which were not discussed at th-t timo at cll are under 
disouto now. It is extraordinary. 

TE PRESIDENT The Iribunol thinks you are entirely in error in that under 
it's observation a document which hasn't been tr:nslotod cannot bo finclly 
massed on by the Prosecution or by the Tribuncl, ond the fact tho Prosecution 
docsn!t object to it at that stage docsn't prevent then from objecting at a later 
stage when it has bocn translated, 

DR SIE d There has been some docunmonts about which I was told that the 
Prosecution wouldn't object, md thon, I belicved, of course, that that would be 
the final point and at the sono time — 

1j sRESIDENT: Maybe I didn!t make inysclf clear. Ihat I seid was that the 
Prosecution in objecting or in not objecting to a docwient before it is 
translated, cannot bind themsclves not to object to it after it is translated, 

Is that clear? 

Di, SIEMERS: Yes, 

Therefore, I ghali take these dvucwax | by ono, First of all I would 

stort with those docuncts 

THE sNESIDENT: P. Sionors, tho .ribunal will not listen to these documont: 
tokon one by one, If they can be treated in groups they : > treated in 
groups, they have been treated in groups by Si avid a em not saying you 
must adhere cxnctly to the sam groups but tho Tribunel docs n propose to hear 


Ja EAEN E ES = 
eacn do Cu. lent ono D? NC. 
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Dr. SIEMERS: Mr, President, I want to discuss those docwicnts, To begin 
with thore are some things which are not clear and were objected to by Colonol 
Pokrovsi:y, I did not realise Colonel Pokrovsky mentioned the 

I belive ho mentioned five and three of than in detail, and I believe sinccI do 
now understand everything I can doal with these documents one by one. However, 


veglad to start with the group as laid down by Sir David. Shall 


PUN D 


Your Honor? 





THE FRESIDEN?: When you said you were going to deal with the documents 
ono by ono, you meant all tho documents one by one? 
SHEERS: No, Your Honor, 
PRESIDENT: You can doal with Colonel Pokrovsky first. 
Very well. Colonel Pokrovsky as his first docunent 
objected to No, 13. This docuaont deris with a document dating back to tho 
Certainly Colonel Pokrovsky camot object to the contents of this 
docunont, but how a document can bo calssed as irrelevant just beccuse a corta. 
sentence allegedly contains propagand:, ti is a point that is not quite clea; 


to mee I do belicve I could find instar in other docu ‘ont s documents vhi: 
? 

have beon submitted during these past six months, I could find sentences which 

might be interpreted along the linc P propaganda, and I cannot ouito picture 


that should be an objection, and I would like to mention the fact that the 


High Tribunal quito at the beginning of the procecdings, when we were dealing 


with Austria, the High Tribunal injected a 

regording a lettor. The defenso objicctod because the author 

a1 ont haro hoon hans 3 z ^ vrit3soas 

MLE ilove Deen noaraá as 2 YIUnoS8, 

certainly with right, decided the lett Was a docume Tho only cuestion 
was the probative value of this letter, ond in connection with this I should 


like to mention thet a lecture at a University which et down in writing 
document. The iecture deals with the naval agreement, and I believe that 
hows the relevancy. 
THE PRESI DENT: Haven't you made your point on No, 13? You said the 
majority of the thing is clearly relevant, and only cne sentence is alleged 


to be propagonda, and, therefore, tho document should not be struck cut. 


(o, Your Honor, what I am saying is that it is a document 
3 à v 


connection with the evidence used inthis proceeding, ond I donot 
Sevict Prosecution can dispute it, becau it was a lecture given 
annot quite understand the use 
connecti 
I don't understand what 
you inde it clear that the document 
be rejected bec it cont2inod one 
which was alleged propaganda., That is yc 


two sentences ond i Tribunal will consider de sce 


tho time of the Tribunal sheuld | “TM i 
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i 0 


taken up with a long argument about scmething else, 


DR. SIEZRS: Colonel Pokrovsky, in his second objection, if I 


understood him correctly, cited Decument Noe 27 and objiccted to it. In 
3 LS 


instance we aro concerned with thc speech of Hitler at the Obersalz zborg 





of 22 August, 1932. I shall try to undorstand -- 
THE PRESIDENT: !39 wasn't it, isn't it 1939? 
DR. SIE ERS: It is 


x4 TuS dd d aec 67 
acder X101 N Ele 


(Interpreter's Note) Your Honor, he said 1932, but I belicve he means 





DR. SIE'ERSs: It 


: TA. ula d 
Racder Exhi 


p. 
u 


it No. 27. It is very hard for mo to 


nt on this document since I don't quito understand the objection put 


by Colonel Pokrovsky. 


THE PRESIDENT: The objection was that there was no necessity for a 
third record of the speech. There were two rccords which you objected tc 
and he said there was no necessity for a third. 

DR. SIEMERS: I would like toa to that then, Your Honor, that then 


r Y VPN. = 1 at Thess E T 
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e record at tha ime. Tho Represer > of the Aimcrican Dcloration 











said that if any one ha‘ a better version of that speech, to please prosont 
ite Therefore, I agree with the nion of the àmerican Prosecution and I 
bolicve on the whole that not a word about the relevancy of a speech which 
was made shortly before the webreak cof tho war is necessary. 

Document No. 83 is the third document objected te by Colonel Pokr 
Iis contains the sixth session of tl Council at tho 28 March, 1910, 
and there was a draft for decision. It has the heading "Top Secret", In 
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document the Supreme Council, that is, the Constituents of the Allied 
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accorcing to its cont.nts, and thoro is a reference to the attitude of 
- 1 44 snra +} ^. A 5 ^ SEs nn 6 } nantrale «x p 

interests, and it says there thon the position of the neutrals vould 


nsidered by the Allies as one contrary to tho vital interest, and that 


action accordingly would result. 


Under Figure I (c) of this Document, it says: 
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Sir David laid down certain basic expositions and clarifi- 
cations. Regarding Document Numbers. 28 and 29 he mentioned 
specifically and pointed out that in one case thess were the 
thoughts of General Gaelin and in the other case thoughts of 
General Weygana and that these thought processes were not known 
to the Germans at that time since these documents were not in our 
Hands at that time. The latter point is correct. Processes of 
thought and the pian to occupy Grecce, to destroy Romanian oil 
wells, those thoughts were known to the Germans, and through 
their Intelligence the Prosecution had data -- did not present 
the dada of the German O.k.ii. which show these reports. Since 
I do not have these data I believe it would be well if I have 
the possibility, to quote the known facts. which were known 
to Germany at the time and to prove the facts that way, since 
I have not other way of proving these facts that it is so easy 
for the Prosecution to take from documents which I need for the 
presentation of my case. and i can understand that, but the 
Prosecution must also understend the fact that I must insist 
that those documents which are definite proof for plans should 
remain at my disposal. Grand admiral Rieder has been accused 
that an aggressive war was a criminal war of aggression, and 
that the planning of the occupation of Greece was to be considerec 
as such. Document Number «9 shows that General weygand and 
General Gacelin on the 9th of September 39 concerned themselves 
with the planning for the occupation of neutral Saloniki. 
Ir this is the case I cannot understand how that on the German 
Side German Admiral Rieder would be accused that a year and half 
later he also concerned himself with such plans. I do believe 
therefore that these and similar aocuments should be granted me, 


formyonly from theu can the military planning and the value of 


the miiitary planning, or tne objectionable siac, that is, the 


criminal side of the planning -- be seen and understood. The 
Stratigic thinking of the defendant can be understood only if one 


knews approximately what strategic thinking was carried on at 
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the same time by the opposition ; the strategic reasoning of 
Grand Aumiral gR-eder isn't in a vacuum, but it depends on those 
reports andintelligsnce reports which he received about the 
strategic planning of the oppostion,. of the enemy. I. is a 
mutual effect and this idea of the muttual effect -- cause 

and effect -- is necessary for a complete understanding, there- 
fore, in connection with this very essential point of view, 

to grant me these documents, since as I have already stated the 
other day that s co not know just how in these grave accusations 
regarding Noway 4 Cun Curry ou my aefense at all if all of 

my documents be stricken. I do believe that I uuve been under- 
Stood correctly that 4 do not assert that we knew these documents. 
I au saying that Germany knew the Contents of these documents, 


and I believe it is sufficient r me Ste that fact. 
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May it please the High Tribunal, wo are once again pausing with Docurient 
66, Group A. This Document Number 66 is the expert opinion of Dr. Moslsr, an 
expert at international law, about the aspoct of the Norwegian campaign as seen 
in the light of international law, 

We are always talking about the saving of time in this Court end thorofore 
I would have my doubts about rojocting this official report, for 
this docunont would force me to sot forth the trend of thougut dotailed point by 
point, and I believe that for the High Tribunal, for tho Pros-cution and for me 
it is much easier if in this connection I may in general brir; those == 

SIR DAVID iiAXWELL-FYFE: This is a document which is a nattar of Logal are 
gunent, If the Tribunal think it would be of any assistance to have the argument 
in documentary form, I would willingly withdraw my objection to that, That is on 
Quite a different project than the other one d vant to hol 

As I an before the microphone: I did mention that there Were two other docu- 
ments that fall into the same group, Numbor 3l falls into Group B and Nwber 18 
into tho Group E. 

My Lord, I did mention 28 when I was addros sing tho Tribunal. 

DR. SIMMERS: May it please tho High Tri unal, I do not wish 
ber 66, I just wanted to ease tho situation for everyone. 
aro 101 to 107 in this group. These are docui I cannot say that 
unified group. One document deals with Norma 
third doals with tho Danubee Tho unity of this group escapes no 
basic principle these documents have this poirit in common, that, 
stated, 4 planning was present in 
German, and all were based on tho intcrnational law tenot of Solfe-prosorvation 
and in ordor to be briof at this point I should like to r-fer to Docuwrient 64 
ticularly, and to savo time I ask th i16 the citations, tho quotations which I wi 
quoto from 66, bo the reasons dealing with tho right of solf-presorvaticn, I 
referring to tho quotations on Pago 3 and Page 4 of tnis 
legal evaluation is made vory cloar heroin, and it is 
this oxport report that as far as tho Question of occupation is conocrnea occurs 


pation of Norway, that is == wa are not concerned with that, but if 


! ^ - 3 1 f un t 1 1 
as à mattor of fact landod in Norway, tho question was only whothor 
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ally oxistod -- that we are not concerned with, the fact whother Noi 
agreed or did not agree. Tho dangor of a change ofneùtra uy according =to: T 


national law prescribes tho right to use preventative mnoasur;s or to attack on 


your own accords; and this basic bonet according to the entire lLitoreture which 


is quoted in this document, has boen maintained. And in my 
will rofor to this point. 

Doaling with tho group 101 to 107, it seoms to no I hzv- 
Spocially. Document 107 is not concerned with th 


documents arc. 107 is an affidavit by Schroibor, 


fron Octobor 1939 onward and ho had this 


$ 
È 


said that I needed Schreiber as a witness, In 


1 


Schroibor oven though 


1 


J ic n4. 4 - re s s 
cussed this matter with Sir David 


ha dU z 271,2 ` u^ 
that thoro should bo no 





If, as the prosecution wishes, this piece of evidence is taken from me = + 


and by that I mean the affidavit of Scheiber about the Intelli-ence reports 
which Grand Admiral Raeder received from Oslo and, beyond that, the documents 
from which the authenticity of these Intellizence reports may be shown, then T 
have no means of proof for this entire question at all. Schreiber was 2t Oslo 
durins the entire period of occupation and he can testify as to the 
of the Navy; he can testify as to the efforts of Grand Admiral Rac? 
connection with the regrettable civil administration. They talked 3 
and he can testify on that point. Therefore, I am askin? the Ti 
grant this affidavit to me or, on the other hand, to erent Sehra? 
so he can testify before the Court. This latter course, 
more time, I have tried to limit my efidence to such a 
in the entire span of fifteen years with which we 
Defendant Raeder such an affidavit should be 

Turning to Group B, I should like to refer to the exposition vi 
already made, The group seems to be rather He sterodox, but I believe 


documents taken from the White Book, That is, the same trend of thouct 


I think Sir David recognized that there was a certain 
of lack of identity in these groups but he sucrestod that they all fil 
geographical rroups, one group the Low Countriss, one group Norway, 
Greece, and one group the Caucasus and th: Danube, which agrees with "7", That 
is what he said, Couldn't you deal with then in those geographical groups? 

DR, SIEMERS: Very well, 

I have already talked about Norway and I can refer to that point thorcforc, 
I have already briefly mentioned Greece and would like to say briefly in this 
case that there was a double accusation raised: ^On: » that neutral ships had 
been sunk ~œ = that is neutral Greek ships; and a second accusation of the 
aggressive war azainst Greece and by that the occupation of all Gree 

Jo the last point I have already made a few statem nts, but dealine with 
the Greek merchantmen I would like to say only that in this case the action and 
demeanor of the Defendant seems justified in that when he received Intclliceneo 
reports, which are in accord with the documents which were found a month later in 


France, the same reports were received by Raeder when he told his point to Hitler, 
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I would like to prove that these reports which came to him throuch the 
Intelligence Service were actual facts, and the same applies to the oil regions 
where plans existed to destroy Roumanian oil wellss and, furthermore, there 
was a plan to destroy the Caucasian oil wells. Both of these plans were with 
the ideal of damaging the enemy, first of all German, and in the secon! case 
Russia, because at that time Russia was friendly with Germany. These plans are = 
and this is shown by the document = æ in the same form as all other doewne 
presented by the prosecution, These documents as well, in their 
top secrets; they are personal, confidential, They had 
prosecution has always said, why did you do everything «< 
Seemed suspicious. These documents contain an instance 
idea as do the documents presented by the prose 
arises from the nature of war and which is ; be an accusation on my 
part, and it should not be construed as an a sation arainst Grand \dmiral 
Raecer by the prosecution, 

Then the group of the Ribbentrop documents follows, I ean Say 
which I said the other day, and as I glance at it cursorily nowy 
in the Ribbentrop document book are not as complete as they are here, 
I believe it is important to take the documents with their complete content, 
and to investigate them with the point of view of 
of view of Ribbentrope That perhaps may have taken place as 
suggested the other day. Then I believe, however, it is no obj 


by the prosecution, to say that these were Ribbentrop documents and in the 
, y | 


of Ribbentrop they were partially admitted and partially rejected, for some 


were granted Ribbentrop were refused nee. 

Then we turn to Group "E" and that is tuque quo (??) I be 
already said sufficient on that point the other day, I 
can not understand why the prosecution will not 
with to object. I am not saying tuiquoguo ' ^ . I am saying only t 
strategic planning which is carried on in every war and there aro 
international law which applied to the Allies as well as to us; and t 
political possibilities of comparison, I beg they be -rante 


I believe herewith I have concluded ny request so far as it is possible 
9806 





NES DEL 


for me to define my position and comments in such a brief period of time on 
about forty documents, and I am asking the High Tribunal £o facilitate my work 
by not refusing these documents to me, 

THE PRESIDENT: The Tribunal will carefully consider these do 


your arguments e 


The Tribunal will now adjourne 


(The Tribunal adjourned until 17 May 1946, at 1000 hours.) 





